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During the 1973-7^ school year elementary and secondary 
students in Minneapolis were released from their classfes every 
Tuesday at 2:00 to allow staff ,menibers t9 participate in staff ' 
development activities A variety of different .types of- \* 
meetings were distributed throughout the 37-week schedule: 
building meetings to be used by individual schools, citywide ; 
meetings organized by consultant's, curriculum ^ meetings organized ^\ 2 
by areas and consultants, hunSsui relations meetings > area meetings ' 
organized by d^ce?^tralize|i areas, a,nd at the elementaay , level, 
required Jand optional parent-'teacher conferences ♦ This part 
of the evaluatioh report summarizes the overall findings. « 
Desc3?iptions of objeclbives, activitieg, arid specific evaluatic^ns 
foi\ consultants and individual schools can be ^found^in. Parts II-V 
of ^the complete evaluation report:^ Part II (Citywide), ' 
Part III (East Area) , Jart ,IV (North Area), Part V (West Area) o*" \. 

Although there was great vai'iation among schools, elementaay 
stafi* meters made good use of building Tuesdays. 'Staff question- 
naires showed? that parent-teacher conferences, faculty meetings - 
to discuss school policie,s and prose<|urefe, staff meetings ^about^ 
progrslm and curriculum development, - mee-J;ings*Jbo learn abput 
otheTr educational programs, and desegregation-integrations program 
t)lanning were common uses of building Tue;SdaySo The majority of 
the staff menibers said they helped set -ob^^ctives, helped plan 
the activities, and felt the activities w^re related to their 
individu3.1 needs'. I . - 

Fifty- seven per<#fent of th^ elementary staff said , < u 

building activities were very worthwhile, \% said they were 7-9 ^ 
soriaewjiat wortliwhile, $ind said they^were| of little or ho' 
worthp Ninety-four percent said "the released time iprogram , I 

should be continued, although 36^ said som^ .chapges ' should ^ 
be made. , i ' ^ . ' . 

Interviews with -prirtciBals and staff members at ten ele- 
raentary schools indicated that staff response was favorable arid ' ^ • 
that building-designated released time periods had been used 10-13" 
productively in most of these schools « ^ • ^ 

Building released time activities at mosJ> secondary _&6hools \. 
were of some value to the staff menibers, although the evidence 
is not strbngiy favorable ,and substantial room for improvement 
exists< Compared with elementary school personnel, secondary 
personnel expressed^ siabstantially less favorable opinions of / 
the building released time activities. The most common uses 
of seciztodary released time were faculty\meetings to discuss 
raattlr^ such as school policies, procedures', iDudget, and <> 
program planriing,, and department meetings to work on^prog3ram l^jl5 
development or things such a£?budg^t and eqjiipmerife orders. 
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'^Although there vaa 8ifl)8t<i;ntia]L variation, among schools, •secondary 
' stjBiff menib'ers Indieate^ a ratji'er Iljodted inVdlvenent^ln plaiming 
thetr activities • Overall, one-third of the staff said ,thej^ helped • 
set buildingri^leased tine'^ objectives, i^Jiile 11^ said they helped ' ' -^^"^^ 
plan niany and said « they helped plan soiM of the released tiae ^ ^ 
' activities • lhirt3(;^two .percent of the qiCeistiQi^ " ' ^ 

/ o^' said" the huildiing actiyities Were yeiy worthirlale, 585t said they 
were ^^soineWhat 10^ said they v^re of little or no 

voirth* .\i • - ' ' • ^ ^- • 

Many Of the Area and Ctirricuiuii Tue'isdays were given to iJhe 
Hooan Relations or to individiiai schools. ^ Hoirever, the 23-*2S 

coxisultants and airea curriculuti genei^lf sts did organize some ^ 
staff development meetings o^ the Curr^oulum Tuesdays. 

' the J5ubje(^-area an^ 
for tliree citywlde' mi^e^ings an^ severaX area^vide* curriculum meetings. 
Although partlcipcuxt response to the cbns]CLLtant meetings, differed 
Substantially l&mong' subject and: 8^q;>port}ive areas^ the overall parti-* 26-31 
cipant reaction tended to be pdsitlve, but somevhskt^ less favorable ^ . 

than their ratings of Imilding released time activities. About 
one- third of the participant^ said the consultant released time 
activities were usually rel^ated t3 ,their needs, 39^ said itometimes, 
and 25^ said selddm« ' Ovemp., one<-f ourth . of the respondents said 
the Activities were? very worthwhile, about half said i^hey were 
somewhat yortfawhLle, and one-f ourth said they were, of little or 
^^*;no wcnrth.' ' , - . . . ■ 

Five Tuesdays in «^ach school were used for .human relations ■ • \ ' 

\ Activities. Although the 'evidence indicated room, for improvement, , 
. particularly at secondary locations, the^ majority of the elementary \_ 31-36 
participants and about half of the secondazy participants felt the - - ^ - 

prograin had a positive impact on interpersonal relationships among 
staff niemt^rs aiod on^ati^riafene (is o^ 

' ^ ■ . ' " . • ■ •. • • ,. ■ . . ^ ' . ■. ' 

SeveWl recoiiaijendations were made. In abbreviated form, these 35,37i38< 
i;ec.Offlmendat ions' were: / ■ 

■" - ' : ' . ■ ■ ' :':>■ . ■ " r 
; . More time s)iould be '.devoted to planning and or^^nizing released . 

time activities .that are related tarthe^ needs' o:^ the participants o 

Mor^? released time Tuesdays should be designated as the respon- 
0 sibility of individual schools. 7—. ^ 

Cltywide and Curriculum Tuesdays need a different structuBPe ^ • 
. and should be more related to the needs of the participants. / • 

Efforts shouM be made to Improve the building activities ;j 
^ at the secondaxy level. p ■ • ; ^ ^ ^ 

t • A statement of program guidelines should beMnade by the ; 

' Central and/ or area administrations. ' " 

. Persons responalbile for ^a^^ the released time . * 

program (school, consultants, area) should take tl^^^^ ^ 
bility for building an evaluation, component \,into i'ts released ' v 

— : - time plans.' ^ ' ' * 

* ♦ ♦ ' , ■ \ 
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About This Report. ... . 

This evaluation report, Part I: A Sununary of Findings, 
iSfone of five parts b;f th§ conoplete evaluation report of^ 
the Minneaipolis Public Schools* 1973-7^ .Tuesday Released 
Time Program. Parts^II - V give descriptions of the released 
time ob^jectifves, activities, and specific evaluations for • 
consultants and individual schools; ,Part II (Cil^ide), 
Part III (East Area schools) , Part IV (North Arga schools) , ^ 
Part. V (west Area schools) . . ^ - 



Miniteapolis Pabl±c Schools 

^ V - An Evaluation , of the Minneapolis Public Schools'* 

i973-7'^ Tuesday Re3.eased Time Program ' ^ ' 

. fa^rt I: A Summary, of. Fiii^^ngs 

During the 1973"^^ school year el^entary and secondary students 
in Minneapolis were released from their classes ^very "Cueaday at^2:00 ^ 
to allc3w staff members to participate in staff developmenl^ activities. 
The released time schedule on page two was established by the Department 
of Planning and Instruction to coordinate different types of meetings 
within the decentralized areas. The fo^i^Il^ing guidelj^ne for each type^ 
of me^ti^g. wag includeii with the time schedule. - . . 

1. Buildiiag Tuesdays « .Meetings,*designated as "Building" were 
jbo be used by individual schools ^jas detennined ^by th§ . 
• principal' and faculty. • v w 

2» Citywide Tuesdays. Three Tuesday meetings were reserved 
for ci-tywide meetings to be planned by the subject-area 
. consultants. ^ ' ' 

3.' Curriculum Tuesdays. Areas and schools within areas could 
call upon all consultants and curriculum personnel' on the 
days indicated. . 

'Area Tuesdays. Meetin^gs designated as^ "Area" were to be ^ 
}V: used in any way the area superintendent decided. 

Human Relations Tuesdays. Although not included in the 
time schedule 9 each area and school was committed; to thej 
^scheduling of five Tuesday released time meetings for 
the Human Relations Program. ^ p 

6i Parent-Teacher Conferences . At the elementary level five 
Tuesdays in the fall were Reserved citywide for parent- 
. -te conferences.. Four^^lioare Tuesdays in the spring 

^ ' ^ ^ were optional dates that individual elementary schools ' 

'ooTJtld use. for p9.rent-teacher conferences. 

.V ^ ' Evaluation Design 

An evaluation strategy was developed with two major considerations ' 
in mind. First, it Mpuld provide a venicle for systematic planning and 
documentation of released time activities within each 'of the various 
^ types of nbetings; building, areisi, citywide, human relations. Second, 
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it voiiLd provide outcome measizr^s of .released time> benefits In addition 

to 'Surveys' of staff opinions ^ " . ' ' . 

pie evaluatjLon strategy was 4 o proceed thx^ugh five steps: needs ^ 
.assessment I objective setting^ activity planning! process evaluation^ 
and outcome evaluation. >^-In, October 1973) onqe the evaluation strategy 
had been approve^ by the Minneapolis Public School^ and the State Depart/f* ' 
meat of Educatioui each individtial school was- asked to complete the first 
three steps for th^ citywide meetings. The three decentralized areas' 
M%Te asked to indicate their objective* and activities for the Area and ^ 
Curriculum Tuesdays. The plans for human relations Tiiesdays were coordinated 
by the area^ human relations facilitators. _ , 

The Southeast Alternatives (SEA) area Mthin the Minneapolis sl^hool 
System w^'s not included jLn this evaluation, Since it had its own ev|11U:tldn 
team. » 

The process evaluation knd outcome evaluation portions of the evaluation 
strategy had to wa^lt until the f^irst three steps were complet^^. ^sed 
on the obje^tives/zadd activities returned, and based on the tilse allocatlops 
for evaluation, the folloidng prdcedu^es were developed determine the 

use and vaipie%f the TuesdOay {Released Time Program. 

* ■ ' . • " 

1. Elementary Building Tuesdays 

* ' ' ' .a 

a. Each school' was asked ^o prov;j/l^ a*'desferipti6n ,of 

"* *,'«*.' , - ' * 

. - > iioif they actually used their building Tuesdays. 
\ - ■ 

b. Staff members at each school were asked to complete 

a .questionnaire recording the value of the program 
(see Appendix A). ^ 
^c. An evaluatpr interviewed staff members at ten elementary 

i ' schools to more specifically determine released time 

c • - ^ ■ ♦ 

J ^ accomplishments. ^ * * . , ; 
a^^^^coifllaiy Building Tuesdays 

a. Each school was asked either to describe how they 
'actually used their building Tuesdays, or to provide ^ ^ 
information related to the achievement of earlier- 
identified objectives. ^ - 

• » 

b. Staff meinbers at each school were asked to complete 
at questionnaire regarding the ^value of the program 
(See Appendix A) ^ ^ - ' 



c. Several « secondary schools which used aore thag four released 
tine peetlngs fpr d^rtaent activities were asked to 
describee what each dapartnent accomplished during released 

3* Area and Ciurriculum Tuesdays ^ 

The Curriculum Genferailfits in the three decentralized areas 
weire interviewed to determine theix^ use of these Tuesdays. 
k. Cijtywide Tuesdays V * ^ 

a/ The cohstUtants were asked to, describe, how they used 

the citywide Tuesdays* , ^ . , ^ 

'fe. ipartipipants completed brief questionnaires after 

several cityWidfe meetings. ^ r > ' ■ ■ 

,c. Staff neoobera responded to a' questionnaire regarding / 

th^ vatlue of the citywide meetings • ^ ^ 

5* Hunah Relations Tuesdays^ . ^ 

Each school « completed a hunqj:^ relations quest ^"bhnaire at the 
end of the five sessions (see Appendix A)./ 



- Results c/^^ 

Tbe results for this section (Bart I: Summary of Findings) of the 
Tuesday Re;leased Time Programme valuation will be presented in the follbwing 
ox^er: Elementary Building l^Iesday8, Se&ctodary^ Building Tuesdays > Area , - 
and Curriculum Tuesdays > Gitywide Tuesdays > and Human Relations Tuesdays, 
As Indicated previously, more complete resiilts for consultants And 
individual buildings within each decentralized area are repoi^ed^in 
Partis II - V of the complete evaluation report. ,s - 

Restilts for Elemfenta%' Building Tuesdays 

The response by elementary schools to the October ^1973 request 
for needs, objectives, and planned activities for their building-designated 
Tuesdays was good. Forty-seven of the ^3 schools that were requested ) 
to provide information (seven schdpis in the East Area expanded community 
schools area were excluded) sent in documents that described their needs, 
objectives, and planned activities. A copy of each school's ^lans f or 



the^ir^tdlding Tuesdays 1» Included in other parts of this report: ^ 
, Part III (East Area), Part IV (North Area) , Part V (West Area). 

<^ The identified needs and objecl^ives varied greatly aaong schpola^ 
although many schools had objectives related to improved parent cominmi- 
V cations and developnent of new skills' and\knoirledges among the staff* 
The clarity of the statements of objectives also varied^ greatly among 
schools. Some schools stated their objectives in very cleftr, mea^iurable ' 
bejbavioral terms^ vhile other schools made general statements, or state- 
ments related to actiyities rather^, than behavioral outcomes. 

Staff Questionnaire " ^ ( . ^ , 

The elementary staff questionnaire (see Appendix A) sent to all^ schools 
in June IStfk nas completed by about 70^ "^the staff members. Since it 

was sent out late in the school year^ a few sdhools were not able to ^et 

, < . . > . ^. 

staff reactions. Two -schools are not included in the totals because 

their r^^isponses were received too late. The staff views for. individual 

.elementary schools that completed questionnaires can be found in Parts III^ 
IV, and V. . v 

. ActivltieSh ^ - * 

The^ ^lementary questionnaire asked fe^r staff perceptions of how th^ 
spent their bullding-de^ignated Tuesdays (Table i on page 6). Parent- 
teacher conferences jr^re a common use of released time; 7o% of the staff^ 
members said they spent four or more building Tuesdays talking with parents 
about students. Ifeetings ^of the total school faculty to discuss school 
policies and procedures, or to discuss the cxirri^^ulum and educational 
program were common (about 80^ of the respondents saidtwo or more 
Tuefsdays were used for each of these activities). Worki^ with other 
/^nsta^f meabers^on program and curriculum development, meetipigs to l.earn 
j about other educational prog:irams> dese^egation-integration program \ 

planning;;, and discussions with other staff members about student manage- ^ 
ment were also commcm. y 

When inservice meetings in xili^ subject areas yere heXd« they were 
usually one-shot sessions rather than extended programs olver several 
Tuesdays. About two- thirds of the respondents^ said they/di^d got have 
aiqr released time to individtially do as they ylslied. 

n 



ERIC 



< . 14 



At 



Table!, 



Elementary Released Time Activities ^nd| 
Staff Perceptions of Their Value^ 



Hour mach time did you spend 
on this activity on . 
Building TueQd|qrs?^ 

h or > ' ' \ 

• More 2 or 3 One 

Ttoes> .Tues>" Tueg> Rone 




/ 



Hew VaJjjiable'Were 
These ^ctivities?* 



Very 
Valuable 



' ht Some 
' Va lue ,1 
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Only respondents yho spent time on an jactlvity rated Its value. 

\6 " 



is: 



■V. 



staff involvement* Were the staff menfcers aware of building objectives 
for released ti^ie activities'? Nitfety-five percent of the eJ:eineritary > 
respondents s^id their school set objectives that they Jioped^tO'^ccbmplish 
on. building a?uesdfitys. (Table 2 on page 8 )• Sixty-six percent of the 
staff sg4.d they helped lse£^ the objectives. This staff involvement in 
s'etting olD^ectives varied greatly among!| schools All of the staff ^00^) . 
said they helped set th^ objectives at the mos't positive responding .school 
on this particular question, while \% of the staff said they helped set 
the objectives > at the leaat positive schoolo - , ; ^ • ' 

(Did staffs members help^plan'^ theii^ building's released, tii^e activities? 

^^eiity-nine percent a^iid they were involved in planning many- activities .i 
ana "U?^ said they helped plan some activities (Table 2). At the most 
P5»ltive school on this item/^OO^^ of the staff said they helped plan many 
or some ^ct^vitiesJ At the least positive, school on this item, I4%=»said 

I they planned m^ny or scHne activities, ' ^ ^ 

^ Most "people felt their building activities were' related to^hgir 
building'* fi needs. Fifty-six percent responded xxsually, 38^ -said sometimes, 
and 7^ said seldomo The "usually" response for individual schools ranged 
from 92^ to €J^. \ 

Overall value. Three items bn t^ie questionnaire .were related to the 
overall value ^of jthe Tuesday Released Time Program, Fifty-seven peficent 
of the respondents said the building released time activities were very 

V 

worthwhile, Z% said they were somewhat worthwhile, and \$ said they 
were of little or no worth (T&ble 3 on page 9 ) o ~ Individual school 
responses ranged from 100^ to 10^6 on the very worthwhile choice. .The 
majority of the elementary staff members 'i'Mi cat ed that they did something . 
different onftheir Job this yearv.as a result of the building released 
time activities; indicated many things, 60?6 indicated some things. 

Ninety-four percent said the released time program should be continued, 
although 36^ said some changes should be made^.' T?he response of staff ^ 
members of individual schools who wante4 the program continued ranged 
from '100^ to 55^&. . ; 
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( Value of activities . Most of the moire specific released time 
activities In !Ktble i (page 6) wiBte viewed as valiiable by elementary 
staff me^&eM^ paribiclpated tn them. For example, --905^ of the staff 
membWswh^jbitd confer with parents; about stxidents said they were 
very vaiiiabie. Although' only about half ^of the Respondents said they 
spent one. or more Tuesdays on individual curriculum tasks or doing as 
one fishes i &0f> of 'those who did participate said it was very va,luable. 

* Most other activities alsa received favorable ratingsi, with about half 
or more of the 'participantSi saying they were very valuable./' Meetings wit^ 
secondary school staff menobers was the leastXfavorably rated activity; 
231^ sai'd^they yere very valuable^ 57^6 said of some value,' and 2C^ said oS 
no value. • « ^ ' 

Inaividual Schools * ' \ 

~ "~ — ^ ^ •• ., ^ ' i \ 

Due to time and resource constraints, the outcome eval\jation was not 

carried out to^he extent that was originally planned. Hoyrever^ to obtain • 
more specific information about released time accomplishments, ten ^chools 
were selected for further Study. iEhe evaluator had no prior knowledge of . 
each school s accomplishments. An evaluation assistant visited each of 
the ten schools and interviewed the principal and the teachers to obt^giin ^ 
their, views of the rele^^ased time activities in their school.. Each School 
will be discussed briefly. A more thorough description can be fWnd in 
Pails III, IV, and V. . k 

Audubon^ Feedback from staff and administration wais positive* The inter- 
viewer's Impressions were supported by the staff '"^s response on the questionnaire. 

■" ■ ■ , ^ 

Specific accomplishments by the Audiibon staff on its building Tuesdays were : 
* '9 

. Plans for a media center have been developed (more time needed). 

^ . Plans made for a grade math program for next fall. 

. Continuous progress extended to grade \ next fall. 

. Plans were made for an open class and parents and school staff 

visited other schools to observe open classes in operation. 

. Plans to extend mini-classes in grades 5-^° to grade \ next fall.^ 

Bethune . Bethune is part of a six-school cluster in^he desegregation- 
integration plan to be implemented in the fall of 1971*^. Teacher feedback 
in the interviews was positive. The staff listed the following accomplish- 
ments on building Tuesdays. ^ 



\ • Meeting with parents from both commimities'to share ideas and - . 

iiwk together. , ^ ' 

. Got acquainted with new 'teammates; sharing views, feelings, methods, 

philosophies. * - - . ' 

\ Team program planning for next yeftri * • ' . 

• Looked at materials needed for next year, . * 

• Looked at alternate prdi^rams for next year -i; 
. Dealt with s^ieps^to chftrige library to media center. 

Bremer , Bremet i;S ; part of the Bremer-Cleveiand-Willard cluster in the 
^desegregation-integration plan /to be i^lemented in the fall Of 197^ o 
Building Tuesday* accomplishments were: ^ - ^ - " • . C 

. Developed level of ti^t and\ working relatioioships amipng teachers* '\ ' 
in the cluster. t : s ' v ^ 

o Extensive program planni^ for next year; booklet' developed that 
' ^explains the three alterna-tive programs. / 
. Meeting, parents and children from new area. ^ 
. Time^to study and discuss selection of materials and resources. 
" - ' . Sgecialists from outside building regarding children's needs. 

, Calhoim . The interviewer" did not talk with the principal (not available). 
Althpugh teachers valued the idea of released time, they want it to be more 
meaningful to their needs. Teachers expressed frustration in .that many of 
the planned meetings were cancelled and teachers had to go to an area 
cluster meeting in which they'were not involved. Staff questionnaire ^ 
results support teacher* views (29^ said released time ^activities were 
"usually" related to -^their needs). * | ^ 

• . . / ' * ' ^ ^ • \ 

' Cooper » Most of ^he building Tuesdays were usedfto plan and carry out 

'^programs to improve htiinan relations and attitudes among staff ^ sttidents, 

and parents at Cooper. No direct evidence of changed attitudes, but 

teacher feedback to interviewer was very positive. See Cooper section 

in Part III for listing of their activities. - 

Fuller , ^^uller will be closed next year and its students will attenH 
Field-Hale. The bxiilding Tuesdays during the first half of the ^ear wqre o . ^ . 
used to further develop and expand the Continuous Progress Program. This' 
included classification of students, conprehensive planning and assessment, 
and home visits to explain program objectives to parentis. Many of *the 
other building Tuesdays, particularly toward the end of the year ,^ were 
used to ineet with the Field-Hale staff to plan for next year. o ^ 

ERIC . , ^m"-"- • / . 



\: . Harrison ^ Harrison is part of the Bryn Mawr-Doxiglas-Harrison-Kle^pod 
cluster in the desegziegation/integratibn plan to be implemented in the 
fall^df i97*f • An'' administrative decision regarding the exact boundaries " 
was not i»de> until late in the year* This made itydifflcult to complete 
cluster planning by the staff for next year^one of ;their releasedltime 
obaeetives), although the Bfeirrison staff did;^|ieet yrlth the staff from the 
other cluster schools several tii^s toward thi^nd of the ye^irw Other * « 
activities and acQDmplishments during ^tiildirig Tuesdays we^e: * - . 

^ • Became familiar with new math material^ and gsunes. • 

. ^ Discussed other progpraims. with staff frota Field-Hale and Vlj^^Y 
Open School. ' \ . ^ . / 

Discussed building problems.' 

. Parent conferences. 



Allowed time for teBoh^x input to book ordering and. 'budget. 



Kenny » The Kenny staff identified .four obj^ectives at the beginning 
of the yeaiir: staf^ understanding of other e\hnj|jCVgr6ups,^ staYf preparat 
for teaching of ethnic cultures, stfiff interest ip and.: prepttratip'n for ^ - 
trying new techniques or curriculum, anld staff brientaftion to a 1^-12 concept. 
All activities were related to these 'Objectives. Both the principal q.nd 
teachers felt they had accomplished' the Tirst three objectives.. The K-12 
orientation ot)jective was not completed; scheduling probl^ems madie' it diffi-\ 
cult to meet with other schools • The/positive response g^ven by the staff 
in the interviews a^lso came out in the staff questionnaires. 

Loring > Loring is part of a cluster of schools in the desegregation/^ 
integration plan that wlll^be implemented in the fall of^l97U. Many of 
the building Tuesday^ were used for cluster planning* However, the Loring 
staff also had activities related to some df their long range plans to ^ ^ 
carry; through on innovative units. Major •accompfishments indicated by, the. 
principal and teachers were: ' 

. Cluster planning regarding classification of students, selecting 
mate3;ials &nd ^equipment, meetings with ^parent sy /program development, 
and planning exchange' activities for children. 

• Became aware of language arts approaches and materials. 

. Met with Multi«Ethnic Task;^ Force representative to discuss materials o 



standi sh ^ Most of the building Tuesdsgrs* were tised^jb plan program? " 
for next year's desegregation, r St andish will become part of a 'three-^schooi 
cluster that will ^of f er three alternative programs; contemporaiy^ . 
continuous progfess\, and^^ modified open* T?a<fh§rs^ indicated the fplJjowiJSg 
activitiea: .teacfiers and\parents met to write philosopl^, deve 16]^ goals.,' 
decide oh programs, survey and o^eivjnaterials,, and djscuss the program 
f or liext year. Many other meetings in' addition to the released time 
•sessions were held to complete the tasks.' , 1 ^ ' 

Based on-^ visits to ten elementary schools, it was the intdFviewferr's 
opinion .that, with few exceptions, 'the .J^ilding-de9ignated releasefd time 
periods had jbeen used piroductiv^ely in nine of the ten elementary sc)?oois . 
"staff response was favorable and eyidence existed to indicate 'that staff - 
members were engaged in many worthwhile 'activities. » • • . 

.Summary of Elemfentaiy Building Results , ^ , , 

Did the elementary schools make'gdod use of the Tuesday -released 
time sessions that were designated as the responsibility of individual 
sclibols? AlthougH it wa/s not feasibljsi tp evaluate the program^ sLt each 
school, 'the ioformatiofs thj?it was cpllec"ted^ indicate? an ^Lnswer of yes. 
Most schools turned in needs, objectives, ^fiid planned activities for the 
building Tuesdays that indicated that attetotidn Jjad be^en given to planning 
meaningful programs » Staff qxiestionnaires showed that parent- teachei: 
"conferences, faculty meetings to discuss^scho^l policies and procedures, 
staff meetings about program- and curriculum development, meetings, to learn 
about other educational 'programs, and desegregation-integration program 
planning were common uses of building Tuesdays. 

Although there was great variation amon^ schQOj^Ls, the Sajority of ' * 
the staff members said they helped set the objectives, helped plan* the ' 
activities,^ and felt the activities were related to their building need's. 

-Fifty-seven percent of the questionnaire respondents said thje bttilding' 
""released time' activities werfe very worthwhile, 35^& said they were * S^omewhat 
worthwhile, and \% said they were of little or no worth.. Most of the staff 
members indicated 'they did something different on their job this year as 
a result of the building activities; 2^ indicated many things, 6o^ 
indicated some things. Ninety- four percent said the released time program 
should be continued, although 36^ said some changes should be made. 

; V . / . « 

13 

' ■ ' ' ' ' ■ 00 
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Hie principal dnd teachers at ten elementary schools v^re interviewed 
to (;fbtain norb spe.cifix: infoxiiation about" released time accomplishments. 
With a few exceptions ^ staff response was favorable^ and evidence was 
available that buiMing-desj^prnted r^^^^ had. I^n used 

productively in these elementary schools^ 

Results for Secondary building Tuesdays 

The pi^opbsed evaluation strategy met wirth some difficulties at 
secondary leVel. About ^IS of the secondazy schools responded to tiu 
October 1973 :^equest for needs, objectives^ and jflanned activities. 
It is not kno^mVhy m^e schools did not*r^pond. Of, the secondiary' 
schools who did respond^ some provided detailed plana including department 
p^Jectlves^ while 6t^rs were quite general. Pl^s for each schQol*^§ 
l|ikLldlng Tuesdays are glLven in other parts of the complete evaluation 
report: Part III (East Area), Par^ IV (North Area), Part V (Wes]b Area). 




Activities , . /' , • 

In Januaxy 197U most schools, particularly those who had not given ' 
' Information about their objectives and planned activities, were asked to' 
keep a record and brief description of their building released time 
activities. These records wte sent in at the ^nd of the school year 
by most of the secondary schools. Copies can be found in Parts III, IV, 
and V. : - « 

The questionnaire sent to all secondary schools in May 197U (see 
Appendix A) and completed by aboat t&ree«*fb^urths of the staff members 
asked for staff perceptions pf liowvthejp spent their building-designated 
Tuesdays. (Table k on page 15) • ^Staff views correspbnded with the description 
of activitie|^ submitted by schools at the end of tlite year . Meetings pf ^ 
the total faculty I to discuss matters such as school policies, procedures, 
and budget, and department meetings to work on program and curriculum deVelop- 
meht were the most common uses of building Tuesdays. About' half of the 
questionnaire respondents said they. spent at least four Tuesdays on ^ch of' 
these two activities. About half of' the respondents said they spent two or more 
Tuesdays on the f^lowlnc^ activities: meietings of the total faculty to 
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Seccmdary SeteVsed Time Activities ai^d 
Staff Tei^ceptions of Their Value 



• How much tiioe did you spend 
,on this activity on 
Building Tuesdays? 

U or 

More 2 or 3 One 

Tues. .Tues> Tues» None 




Meetin|g§ ^ total facility 
to .dis^Cius^ school poli- 
cies j procedures / budget 

Meetings of total faculty 
to diiscusjs the curriculum 
and educational program 

Meetings of total faculty 
to hear an ijivited 
speaker 

Department meetings to 
work on program- and 
curriculum development 

Department .meetings to 
work on such things as 
book orders, staff 
assignments 

Meetings with other 
departments, but not , 
total faculty, to plan 
coirriculum - ' 

Individual time to work 
on specific curriculum 
development^tasks 

Individual time to do as 
one wishes 

Meetings with other staff 
.members to discuss indi- 
vidual students 

Meetings with parents to 
discuss the curriculum 
and educational ^ogram 



How Valuable Were 
These Activities? 



Very Of Some Of No 
Valuable Value Value 
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*Oiily responlents who spent tine on an activity rated its value, 
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discuss ^he curriculum and educational programs/ meetings of the t^tal 
faculty to^hear un Invited speaker , and department meetings to work on 
thlnga suchras book orders and staff assignments. Some time was spent 
by aboTit of tpe staff members to'' indlvldylally work on currlculxxm tasks 

or other activities. Little time ms spent on Inter^department meetings ^ . 

' ^ ' ■ ' • J- . " • ^ 

meetings among staff to discuss individual students, and meetings with 

parents to discuss th6 edi|patlonal program. ' 

. ■ ^ . : ' ^ ■ ' .^■•■■^ ' ' ^ ' 

staff Questionnaire . • , 

\jr^ ^ Tb^ secondary staff questionnaire also Vas used to collect* staff views ; 
of the Tuesday Released Time Program's value. AH schools except ^one 
returned completed questionnaires. One other school is not Included In 
the totals because' its Responses were received too late. Tii€ resul|$ for 
individual schools can pe foxmd in Parts III, IV, and V. ^ , ^ 

Staff Involvement J Were the secondary staff members involved in^ the 
'planning of their released time program? Seventy- five percent of the 
secondary Wspondents said their school set objectives for their released 
time Tuesdays (Table 5 on page 17). lliirty-f our percent of the'^tiafi; sai^ 
they helped set the objectives. Staff participation in setting the objectives 
varied among schools. At the school that responded most positively to this 
• question, 51^ o^the staff said they helped set the obj^^fctives, while 9f> of 
the staff at the least positive school said they helped set the objectives. 

Abbut half (5-H) of the respondents indicated that "tAey helped plan 
their school's released t±m activities; 11^ indicated many activities 
and some activities. At the most positive school on this question, 

of the staff said they helped plan many or some activities, while at 
the least positive sefaool, 20^ said they were involved in planning activities. 

TMrty-three percent of the secondary staff felt the activities were 
usually related to th^^lndividual needs, ^H^Of the staff said they were 
related sometimes, &Dd 13^ said seldom. 

Overall value ♦ Although most secondary staff menibers said the building 
released time activities were at least somewhat worthwhile, the overall 
response was not extremely favorable. On a three-point scale, thirty- two ^ 
percent of the secondary staff members said the building released time 
activities' were very worthwhile, ^8^ said they were somewhat worthwhile. 
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and lOH said they were of little or no worth (Table 6 on page 19) o 
Responses by individual . schools ranged from f% to 11^ on the very worth- 
while choice. ^ . - I 

Somewhat more than half of the respondents said they did something 
different on th|.ir job this year as a result ojL the building released 
time activities; 10^ indicated many things, 5 l^t indicated some things. 

Value of Activities . The more specific r/^eased time activities' 
in Table U were viewed as having at least some value by almost all of , 
the secondary staff who participated in them. Department meetings and 
individual time activities received the highest .value ratings o About 
two- thirds of thpse who participated rated them as being very valii&bleo 
Other activities, including the three types of faculty meetings, were rated 
as very valuable by about one-third of the participants. ' * ^ 

' , Secondaxy-ElemMttary comparisons . EJ^mentary school personnel expressed 
substantially more favorable opinions *abGut the buildijig released time 
activities than did secondary school personnel (Table 7 on page 20). 

'Almost twice as many ;iplementary than secondary staff roetiibers reported that • 
they helped set the objectives for^their building Tuesdays and that the . 
released tii^ activities were rented to^ their individual needs. On the 
overall value scale, 57^ of the feleraentary perisonnel, compared with 32^ 
of the secondary personnel, /Said the^uilding released time activities were 
very worthwhile. ' 

Individual Secondary Scjiools 

/ , "i* ■ ■ 

In an attempt to/obtain mpre specific information alSout building 

released time acconmlshments, a few schools were a'sked to provide information 

relative to the acjiievemfent of objectives that were identified at the 

beginning, of the /year, f^fixle other Schools were asked to specifically 

describe what each department acqonq^lished on building Tuesdays that werd^ 

set aside for^epartment meetings. Several schools will be discussed 

briefly. More complete information on all schools can be found in Parts 

Ill, IV, a^a .V. - ^ • * 

Franklin Jirnior High . .Franklin's identified released time need was 

to devel^ a magnet program, as part of ^ the desegregation- integration 



plan, for implementation in September 197^ o Franklin* s major objective. 
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Plaiming, Relevance, and Overall Value of Released Time Activities as 
Viewed by Elementary and Secondary Staff Members 



^ * Question 

Question • 


^ Response 


— = h- 

TotaX 
Elementary. 
N=«10l6 


Total 
Secondary 

H^llUO 


Did your^chool set 
-objectives or goals 
that/ it hoped to 
accomplish during 
Building released 
time activities? 


Yes, I helped set the objectives 

Yes. but I did not heln set 
the objectives 

I was not aware of any objectives 


29 

5 . 


ki 

25 


T9*tfhat extent wer§f% 
you involved in 
planning your 
Building's released 
time activities? 


I was involved in planning 
many activities • 

I was involved in pjjanning 
some activities 

I had little or. no involvement 
- in planning activities 


29 
U7 
2k 


11 

k3 

k6^ 


Were the released 
time activities in 
' your building related 
to your individual 

needs? 


Usually 

Sometimes 

Seldom 


.56 

38 
7 


33' 
13 


Overall, how worth- 
while were the • 
^ ]&uilding released 
^ time activities? 


Very worthwhile " 
Sbmewhat worthwhile 
Of little or no worth 


57 

39 ' 
k 


32 

'58 ■ 
10 


thing differently 
^ on yoxir job this 
year as a reisult 
,of the Building 
released time 
, ^ activities? 


Yqs,^ many things 
Yes, some things 
No 


2k 
60 
16 


51 

■ 38" 


Do you think the 
released time pro- 
^ gram should be 
continued? 


No ' ^ ' 

Yes, continue as iS ' 

Yes, with these changes / 


6 
61 
36 


a 



> ■' a 

' / This item was not includ^pl on the secondary questionnaire 

, /v ^ • . . 

/, ... 
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to attract students from outside its attendance area, cannot be evaluated 

unt^i the 197^-75 school year* Twelve building released time sessions 

were used in 1973-7^ to develop the magnet school proposalo These meetings 

included departmental curriculum development; faculty discussions regarding 

budget, community survey r^u^ts, preXimimry prqposqils; steering committee 

reports. A newspaper outlining the magnet school proposal was developed and 

sent to parents and school personnel. 

Kryant Y.E.S > Bryant Y.E.S., a school with about fifty Junior liigh 

stu4ents who have not adjusted well to the regular Junior high. Is a . 

notable example of planned released time activities o At the beginning, of ^ 

the year the staff menibers identified several needs and then established 
♦ 

objectives and^ planned activities to meet the identified needs a During 
the year, building released time meetings were used to develop a policy 
for dealing with diijgs at the school, to develop and evaluate a system of 
home visits to improve communications between home and school, to review 
a committee's report on a report card revision, to develop a set of team 
objectives, to discuss a report by the academic planning committee on^. ; 
cujfrent testing and prescriptive learning techniques, to develop a system " 
and orientation progsram for new students, and to introduce and discuss 
a career education curriculum. 

The response by eight staff members on the questionnaire supported 
the other evaluation materials provided by the school. All' eight staff 
members ga^d -the' released time activities were usually related to^ their 
individual needs. Most of them said the building released time 
"activities were very worthwhile • - 

Anthony Junior High . ^Anthony submitted one of the most complete 
descriptions of ^ their building released time objectives and planned 
activities. About half of the building Tuesdays w^re used f or *tctal 
faculty misetings. The two sessions on Adlerian psychology were well 
received; about 7% of the participants felt the concejats that werev 
presented would help them reach their goals . 

The other building Tuesdays were used by^ departmentij • At the end 
of the year, each department' was askecl to indicate specifically what they 
had accoD^lished. Some departments indicated quite clearly i/hat they had 
done in the area of curriculum development and departmental business matters, 
while other departments made ge^neral statements lik€^ ''planned c\irriculum 
changes for next year." * 



21 



genior high schools > ' Althoi^h descriptions of released time activities 
we|e.n6t provided by all senior high schools, the records available (see 
Parts IIIj IV, and V) indicate that most senior high schools used the - 
btdlding released time periods for (l) faculty meetings to discuss progratti , 
planning, budget, and operational procedures such as registration, attendance 
and ending, and (2) department meeting to plArn curriculum and discuss 
such things as*b\:uiget, materials, and scheduling. " 4 

Several high schools were requested to describe what each department ^ 
aGComplished on building' Tuesiteys designated for department- meetings* 
Although many of the descriptions are not specific, the reports from North, 
Roosevelt, and South indicat^that most departments, particular3y\he - 
larger mes, us'fed released time for curriculum development, and th4t ^ . 
i|iost departments used released time for wdrk on things such as budgets,' . 
scheduling, and equipment-materials selection* 

Summary of Secondary Building Results 

Did the secondary schools make good use of the Tuesday relea^^ed jbime 
sessions that were designated as the respc^sibility of individual schools? 
The evaluation information a^ilable indi*cates that the building released 
>time activities at most secondary schools were of some value to the staff 
members, although ^e evidenc^e is not strongly favorable and substantial 
room for improvement exists* ' ^ 

Staff questionnaires and building records showed that faculty meetings 
to discuss matters such as schdol policies, procedures, budget, and ^ 
program planning, and department meetings to work on program development 
or to discuss things such as budget and equipment orders were the most 
common uses of building Tuesdays. Although there was substantial variation 
among schools^ overall,, one-third of the secondary 5taff said they helped 
set the objectives for the building released time activities, while 11^ 
said they helped plan many and ^3^ said they whelped plan some oi the released 
time activities* This rather limited involvement in planning expressed ^ ^ 
by the staff corresponds with the fifty-percent response by secondary 
schools to the fall 1973 requeist for released time needs, objectives, and 
planned activities* One-third of the secondary participants said the 
building released time activities were, usually related to their individual * 
needs and anothef half said the activities «fere sometimes re;Lated to their 
needs. . . . ' 
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/Thirty- two percent of questionnaire respondents said the building 
released time* activities were very worthwhile, 58^ said they were some- 
what worthwhile, and ip?t said they were of little or no worth o Sdrae- 
what more than half of the Istaff members ijndicated that they did something 
different on their a <* xthis year as a result of building aetivitieis; 10^ 
indicated many things, 51% indicated some things. . ^ 

Compared with elementary sehooLjg^^ionnel, secondary personnel expressed 
substantially less favorable opinions of the building released time activi- 
ties. ' ■ ' , ^ ^ . - . ' ' ^ " * ' 

Results for Area and Gurriculum Tuesdays 

The evaluation of Area and Cufj^iculum T^esdays was limited to a 

* f/ ' • " 

determination of how these sessions were used'. A more complete description ' 

,j // - 

of the activities that occurred on these days fean be found at the beginning 
of thQ sections for each decentralized area; Parts III, IV, and Vo 



Area Tuesdays 



The Tuesda^r's designated as the responsibility ^of each of the decentral- 
ized Areas were used differently by each area, although most Area Tuesdays 
were given i^Ok^individSix^l buildings. . ^ . 



East Area , XTnree^ of the nine Area Tuesdays were given to the individual 
buildings to xise as they wished, two Area Tuesdays were designated as planning 
days for the Human Relations R)^o*tram, and two were designated for inter- 
school meetings if the schools wished to initiate the meeting. The area 
staff worked with four junior highs to develop an interschool meeting 
(Centered around alternative education* The jtinior and senior high staff^s^ 
mat jointly on another Area day to discuss common concerns, such as, tri- ' 
estef, articulation, discipline,, standards, staff 'roliss, mic^dle school. 



classroom strategies, -and desegregation/ integration. The other Area day 
was u$ed for an area-wide chemical dependency program, emphasizing problems 
of alcohol abuse. 

North Area , All Area Tuesdays Were turned over to the individojal , 
buildings; three for the Human Relations Program and five f or \ise as 
determined by individual schools. 

West Area ; The West Area identified some objectives and outlined the 
activities for Area Tuesdays in the fall of the school yearo Four of the 
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Area Tuesdays ^ere given to the Human Relations Program. iVo Area days, 
were given to elementary schools for parent-teacher conferences, while 
secondary schools met in junior-senior Jftigh clusters to discuss two 
"questions: Where and how do we most effectively provide 7-12 curric\xlum 
continuity? and What do you see as needs/problems in providing curriculum 
contintiity? The West Area sphedu^d two area-wide programs for the last . 
two Area days, one on chemical dependency, the other featuring the national 
founder of Montessori, who spoke on a "change" t*enle» p 

CxtfricTilum Tuesdays ^/ ^ 

The Q\J0^±cyxL\m Tuesdays were apparently confusing to everyone. At 
first it was not clear who wag^esponsihle for setting up the^^urriculiim 
Tuesday programs. Originally, the consultants and other curriaulum personnel 
were to be "on call^'. to areas or schools within areaiS. Then, Consultants 
were- asked to plan some area-wide* programs for seconcjary personnel on 
Curriculum Tuesdays. The administration, the curriculum generaiists 
assi^ed 'to areas, atid the consultants assigned to the central office 
^did agree on some program respdnsibilities, but lack of coordination and 
communication handicapped som^ efforts. 

East Area » The first five Curriculum Tuesdays were given tp individual 
buildings at the elementary level, while consultants were asked to plan 
programs for secondary personnel in their subject area, ^e last three 
curriculum Tuesdays in the East Area, as werll as the North and West Areas, 
were to be used for K-12 planning. All secondary personnel wei:^ to attend 
meetizigs conducted by their subject-area consultant, while elementarjr 
teachers were to attend the meetings of either the English, math, science, 
or social studies consultant. Before the last two meetings^ the plan 
was cancelled in the East Area an^ the Tuesdays were given to individual 
buildings.* The reasons given by the East Area office for cancellation - 
were staff-^uU^ssatisf action with programs, confusion, lack of commitment, , 
and greater ne^s wijtmin individual schools. 

North Area » liie consultants and area curriculum personnel were on 
call the first two Curriculunpi Tuesdays. The ^j^xt three; days were planned 
by the consultants at the secondisury level. At ^the elementary level, the 
area curriculum generalist coordinated. a series of Offerings fqr two of 
these three days that included programs in each of the di^iplines, plus , 
some interdisciplinary programs mainly in affect^e ed^c^rcion. ^The last 
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three Curriculum Tues^ys were used for the K-12 programs » ccx)rdinated 
by the consultants* ^These programs, as well as previously mentioned . 
area-wide curriculum prbgrams, were not attended by all staff members 
because individual schools involved in cluster planning we^e given the 
option whether or not to attend by the North Area administration. 

West Area # The first Curriculiyn Tuesday was given- to individual, 
buildings. The second was used for parent-teacher conferences at the 
elementary level and for consul;tant-planned programs at the "^secondary 
level. Builfiings were encouraged to use the next two 'curriculxun days ; 
for K*12 cluster meetings. Although a record was not kept of all meetings, 
staff concerns aji these meetings resulted in a statement on K-lS ciirricu- 
lum continuity by the area siqperintendent. The last three Curriculum 
Tuesdays were used for the consultant-planned K-12 articulation meetings. ' 

Elementary Questionnaire » Elementary staff members were asked to - 
indicate whether or not they attended K-12 articulation meetings and to 
rate the value" of these meetings. It was afesumed that most of the 
respondents would refer to the consultant-planned K-12 meetings that were 
held pn the Curriculum Tuesdays* and in some subject areaa, the citywide 
meetings. Aboul one-third to half of the respondents said they attendJed , 
a meeting in each of the four subject areas; English^ math, science, and 
social studies (Table 8 below). Half of the participants said thja-nmefetings 



T&ble 8 

Elementary Staff Views of the K-12 Articulation Meetings 



V Question - 


Response ^ 


Percent 


Did you attend any meetings in 
the following subject area that 
were designed^ to promote K-12 
articulation? 


English 
Math ^ • 
Science 


51 




Social Studies ^ 




If you did attend any of these* 
meetings, how worthwhile were 
these meetings? 


Very worthwhile 
Worthwliile ' 
" Not .very worthwhile 






^^orthless 


/13 > 


— r— 7^ • — 

Do you think there is a need 
for more K-12 articulation? 


Yes, a high priority need 

Yes, but not a high 
priority need^ 

^ No ' 


32 ' 

52 
16 



\ • 



; ' were worthwhile 'dr very worthwhile; Althougjl &k% of the elemeiitary staff 
who conpleted the questionnaire indicated there is a need for mcxre K-12 
articulation, only 32^ sa\/ it as a high priority need. 

.a ■ * . . ■ 

■ < * ^ " r' 

' ' ■ ' . \ ' 

Results for Consultant (Citywide) Tuesdays . ' • 

-Three Tuesday released time sessions were desigiiated as citywide 
meetings t6 be organized by the subject-area and support-service consultantSfo 
The majority of the citywide meetings included secondary ptersonnel only 
(e.g. foreign language, industrial arts, work experience coordinators), 
while others included both elementary and secondary personnel (e^g. librarians, 
social workers, music teachers). Elemen^»ry classroom teachers did not 
attend these meetings, with the ^exception of the citywide meetings in some 
stibject areas that were specifically set aside' for K-12 ar^culation* 

As mentioned earlier i the consultants were given somfe responsibilities 
for the curri<5Ulum Tuesdays as we^ll as the three citywide Tuesdays. In 
addition to being on call to the decentralized areas, the consultants 
were requested to plan or coordinate area-Mde programs on, many the 
cuiTidUlum; Tuesdays. The evaluation plan did not inciiide a record of 
these activities, although many coijsultants organized fai^ cgndxicted 

meetings on these days. ' ^ ^ 

' . ■ ■ ^.i ' 

Activities 

The structurfe of the -citywide meetings var;led among consultants « 
Some meetings .were' large groyxp pxesentations to, all personnel in a particular 
.subject or supportive field, oiher/pieptings were o;rganized by decentrc^-ized 
areas, a^d others provided a choice of several small group presentations^- 
-A rather complete description of objectives and, activities for each of the 
citywide meetings can, be found' by subject and siipportlve field in Part II 
of the evaluation report. Part II also- incliades the reactions of secondary' 
personnel by subject-supportive field tb the consultant meetings, and, 
in some cases, participant reactions to particular citywide meetings. 
For e3can?)le, JO^ of the home economics" teachers thought the October 30th 
citywide.* meeting was very much related to their individual needs and 76^ 
thought the meeting was very useful to them. 
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staff Questionnaire , ' . 

"■ u — ' ■ ' 

gevereLl qtiestions related to the* citywide meel^ings and meetings co- 
ordinated by the consultants on curriculum Tuesdays were included in the 
released timer evaluation questionnaire giv^n to all secondary personnel 
J(see Appendix^). Elementary personnel who attended, the citywide meetings 
were not -given , the questions o' Therefore, the results presented in ibhis 
section will represent the feelings of secondary staff membersVonly, and 
may not represent the fSelings of .the total participating group in fields, 
such als social workersnand librarians |, that have a siibstantial number of 
elementary ^positions. • ^ 

Three-fourths of the respondents said they attended all of the meetings 
organized by their consxiltant, while one-foiu'th said they attended .some of 
the meetings. Overall, the participants' reactions to the meetings tended 
to be positive, but s&mewhat less favorable than their ratings of the 
building releaSe'd time activities (iSible 9 on page 28) . 

About one-third^^of the participants said the consultant released time 
adtivities were ■usually related to their individual needs, 399& said sometimes 
they were related to their needs, and 25^ said' seldom. Overall, one-fourth 
of the. respondent's said the activities were very worthwhile, about pne-half 
said they were somewhat worthwhile, and about one-fourth said they were of 
little or no worth; Half of the participants said they have done something, 
differently on their Job as a result of the consultant meetings^ with 6% 
saying ihey did many things differently o _ * , i 

The majority of the respondents indicated that the released time 
activities helped them to becoitfe aware of new materials or methods, -other 
education programs, and curriculum at other secondary grade levels. About 
half of the participants also said they developed a skill that can be 
used o^ the Job, and became more aware of. coirriculum at the elementary leveK 

Results by Field . Participant response to the consultant meetings, 
differed substant^lly among subject and supportive areas (Tabfe 10 on 
page 29). For exanqple, on the relevance item, the responses ranged from 
8^ of the librarians and 8l^ of the foreign language teachers and 12^ 
of the sociaj, studies teachers and 18^ of the English teachers who said 
the cpnsultant released time activities were "usually" related to their. ^ 
individual needs. ^ , ^ 

• • * V 
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Secondary Staff Views of the Cit3rwide (Consultant) Meetings 



Question 

* 


Response ^ " 


Percent 


Did you attend the released time 
meetings organized by your 
subject areja consultant? 


Yes, all of thbm 
Yes, some of them. 
No, none of them 


73% 
26 

1 


Were the Consul^aLnt released 
time^ activities related to ^ 
your individual needs? 


Us\jal3y 

^Sometimes' 

Seldom 


36 , 

39 

25 


Overall, hov worthwhile were 
activities? 


Very worthwhile 
Somewhat, worthwhile 
Of little or no worth, 


53 
22 


Have you done anything differ- 
ently on your job this year* as 
a result of the Consultant 
released time activities? 


Yes, many things 
Yes, some things 
No 


>6 
kk 

50 ^ 



Yes, A "'Lot 


Yes, Some " 


No 


23% 


57% 


v^l^ 


9 




U6 


21 


59 


20 


12 


39 


k9 


17 

a 


59 
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Did the Consultant released time activities 
help you in each of the following ways?> 

Became aware .of new materials or methods 

Developed a skill that can be used 
on the job 

Became aware Q;f other educational 
programs 

Became more aware, of curricu4.iM at 
eilementary level 

Became mprie aware, of curriculum at 
other i^condary grade levels 
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Overall, hov vorttairhile vere the 
Consnltant released tlse 
activities? 

Very worthwhile 
Soaevhat vortbwhile 
Of little or no worth 


Hsve you done anything differently 
on your job this year as a result ^ 
oiybhe Consultant released tiae 

activities? 

Yes, masy things 
Yes> soiie things 'i 
Ho 
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In response to a question about the vortfawhileness of the Qonsultaii%- 
released time activities, the "very worthwhile" response ranged f rom 
for English and physical education teachers to 59?6 for home economics 
teachers 8|,nd &1% for librarians* 

Consultant Iiite3rviews * ^ , ' • 

■ ■ ^ . ^ 

' Several of the consultants wereTSiterviewed by* the evaluator to 

• • ' , ^, 

determine their views of the released time program* Two points were 
stressed by the consultant"!* One >. they did not feel the nine%-minute 
released time period was long enough to conduct the most appropriate 
and most valuable staff development activities* Also,, many staff members 
spent almost as much time traveling to and from the meeting as in the 
meeting itself* The consultants as a group recommended half -day mi§[etings 
to the administration for the 197^^73 school «year* 

Tvro, the consultants were dissatisfied with the lack of clearly 
defined responsibilities for the Curriculum Tuesdays and the lack of, 
^coordination between plaxmed Curriculum Tuesday activities and building 
activities. ' . 

Results for Human Relations^ Tuesdays 

Five Tuesday risleased time sessions in each decentralized area were ^ 
set aside for the Human Relations Program* Hjae North and West Areas 
designated five of the Area or Ciurriculum Tuesdays! for human ^relations 
activi^es, while the East^rea left it up to th^ individual schools* 
The Human Relatione^ Program was coordinated by three human relations 
facilitators (one for each area) in. the Minneapo3^is Schd^J^s^Department 
of Intergroup Education* Each school building an^ special l^ocation had 
a human relations chairperson who was ^responsible for the human relations 
activities in that- particular location* 

Althougji each buildingj^ and location was to develop its own objectives 
and activitiei^in response to its particular hurtian relations needs, some' 
dverall staff development goals expressed in the Minneapolis Scihools' 
desegregation/ integration plan were used as ge^eral/^guidelinei;* These < 
Staff development goals were (l) that staff meiribers should develop' the 
ability to communidkte effectively with seiilHlSS\fity, and (0 that staff 
meinbers should be sensitive to values, attitudes, and. outlooks possessed 
by varidiis individuals * / ' 



The Tuesday human relations activities varied greatly. Some of the 
emphasized activities were community-school relations , ethnic-cultural 
awareness, classroom human relations methods, staff-staff relationships, 
personal growth, stai^f-student relationships, and understanding children. 

This section will summarize "the results of a questionnaire given 
to all elementary and secondary personnel e^d is 'based on a more compre- 
hensiv^, separate evaluation report of the 1973-7^ Human Relations Program (see 
Appendix A for questionnaire). Results for individual schools can be 
found in Parts III, (jv, and V of the conplete Tuesday Released Time 
Program evaluation report. 

Questionnaire Results * 

Participants' responses to the Human Relations Program were generally ^ 
favorable. Elementaxy participants had substantially more favorable 
views than did secondazy participants. <; 

Plannirig and relevance . About 80^ of the elerafentary respondents 
either strongly agreed or agreed that (l) Oiey had a clear idea of^the 
purpose of the human relations program in their school, (2) they had 
some input into what the human relations program would be, and (3) the 
humaa relations program was related' to the needs in their school (Table 11 
on page 33)* About 60^ of the secondary respondents agreed with the same^ 
statements • < 

^ Overall val\x6. About two-thirds of the elenfientliry participants said that, 
overall, the activities had a positive impact on intej:perspjaal relations 
in their location, that the progran\,was worthwhile, and that the Tuesday 
emphasis on human relations transferred to their school environment or 
their work as an individual. About half of the secondary participants 
gave positive responses to the same items. For exaiq[>le, 11^ of the elementary 
and % of the secondary participants said the human relations activities 
were very worthwhile, and of the elementary and ^1^ of the secondary 
participants said the human relations ^activities were worthwhile. 

Future needs . About seventy percent of both the elementary ^id 
secondaiy participants said there is a need for more human relations 
education in the following areas: intra-lnterpersonal relationships^, 
aitmreness of cxatUral pluralism, and program change aM development 
(Table 12 on page ik)» However, a substantially smaller percentage (5^^ of 
the elementary and Ul^ of the secondary respondents) indicated that 
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Table 11 . 

Planning, Relevance, and Overall Value of ^ the l973-'7^ Human Eelat 
Program as View^by Elementary and Secondary Staff 
(Elementary, N=1551; Secondary, N»lUl7) 



^ ' ' ' 

i 

i * 


Staff 


Respon^e^ 


statement V - 


Level 


SA 


A 


D 


SD 


had a clear idea of the purpose or 
goals Qf the HRP for my school or 
project 


Elem 
Sec 


24 
11 


°50 


m 

32 


. 3^ ■ 
7 , 


I had some input into what the 
HuiQW Relations Program would be 


Elem 
Sec 


23 

i6 


53 - 
50 


18 
23 


6 
11 


The HRP in ny school was related 
to the needs in school 


Elem 
Sec 


20 
10 


59 
50 


16 
27 


5 
12 



Question ^ 


Response 


Eleme ntary Sec ondary 


Overall, what impact did the human 
relations activities have on inter- 
personal relations in your . 
school or project? ^ 


Improved greatly 

Improved some 

Did not change 

Became worse 

iJfo improvement 
* was needed 


'% 1^ 
60 . , UU 
29 ' 
\ 7 

2 3 


All in all, ho\? wc^thwhile. were the 
human rel^ltions activitie^p to you? ^ 

• 


Very worthwhile 

Worthwhile 

Not very worth- 
while 

Worthless 


11 5 

58 ' Ul \ 

27 U3 
U 11 


Has the Tuesday emphasis on hxunan 
relations transferred to your 
school environment or to your 
work as an individual? , 


Yes, a lot of 
transfer 

Yes, some 
transfer 

No^ 


11 \ 

65 ■ 

25 U7 



SA=Strongly Agree, A=Agree, D=Disagree, SD^Strongly Disagree 
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Need for More Human Relations Education and Int^re^ in 
Participation as Viewed by Eleraefntary and Secondary Staft 
(Elementary, N=1551; Secondary^ N=»llil7)' t-S 





Staff 




Response^ 




Statement 


Level 


^ SA 


A 


D 


SD 


There i^ a need for more' human 






4 






relations education within ray 












school or project regarding: 












Intra-interpersonal relationships 


Elem 






23^^ 






S^c 


• 23 


U5 


22 


10 




\ Elem 


19 


52 


2U 


6 


^ Awarenes*s of cultural pluralism 


Sec 


18 


hi 


25 


9 


ftrogram chsttige and development 


Elem 


22 - 


52 


21 


5 




Sec 


23 




21 


6 


I am interested in participating in 


Elem 


10 




28 


18 


more hiunan relations programs ^ 


Sec 


8 


33 • 


3U 


25 




'Strongly Agree, A=Agree, I>»Disagree, SDpStrongly Disagree 



\ 
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they were Interested in participating in more human relations programs. 

Specific values #. The participants in the Human Relations Program 
reacted to several statements related to more specific goals of the 
program (Table 13 on^page 36). About two- thirds of the elementary 
and half of the seeondaiy respondents indicated that staff relationships' 
had imjproved as a result of the human relations activi^ties. For example, 
72% of the. elementary respondents agreed that they got to know other staff 
menibers better, 60^ said members of their school jleve loped more positive 
working relationships, and 63% said they improved their interpersonal skills 
as a result of the Human Relations Program. ^ 

AjLthough the objectives for all locations were not directly related* 
to cultural/ ethnic needs, a substantial percentage of both elementary and 
secondary personhel said thatj^fas a result of the human relations activities, 
they were better able to relate to persons of different races and were * * 
more aware of the values and outlooks of cultural ar4r racial groups other 
than their own. 

Some elementary (36^) and secondary {2h%) participants fell? they were 
better able to deal with sexism, while 60^ of the elementary and 4l^ of 
the secondary participants felt they^were better able to deal with people 

of different life styles and values as a result of the Htunan Relations 

^ <? ■ " 

Program. ^ - ^ 

Recommendations 

The evaluation findings indicated that many positive activities 
occurred during the Tuesdjay Released Time Progz^m and thaib the parti- 
cipants had generally favorable vie^ of' the program. Several recommenda- 
tions for improvements of the released time program are given below. 

1. More time should be devoted to planning and organizing released time 
activities that a?re related tb the needs of the participants . Fifty- 
six percent of the elementary and» 33^ of the secondary participants 
said the building released time activities werg *Sisually" related to 
their needs. Although conducting a ne^ds assessment and planning 
relevant activities z^equ^re. considerable time commitments, perhaps 
the effort spent on these tasks will result in better and more • 
successful programs. * ^ * . 
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T»ble 13 ' 

Specific Values of the Human Relations Program as 

Viewed by Eleirentary and Secondary ytaff 
(Elementary, N»1551; Secondary, N«lUl7) 





Staff 
Level 


0 


Response^ 




<K statement 


SA 


A 


D 


SD 


^ fee that I" improved w inter- 
im rsonalslcills as a result of 
the HRP^ ^ 


Elem 
Sec 




39 


Ul 


. 7i 

16 


I got to know other staff members 
better as a result of the HRP 


Elem 

. Sec 


'32 




23 
29 


5 
10 


The members of w schooj. or 
project developed more positive 
working relisttionships^ as a 
result or tne HRP 


Elem 
Sec 


7 
3 


53 

. 38 


33 
k6 


7 

. 13 ° 


I feel better able to relate to 
persons of different races as. a 
result of the HRP s 


Elem 
Sec 


7 

k 


U5 
31 


38 
48 


9 

t> 

17 


I am more aware of the values 
and outlooks of cultural .and 
racial groups other than my 
own as a result of the HRP 


Elem 
Sec 


9 
6 


55 

- 39 


28. 
ho 


7 • 


I feci better able to deal with' 
sexism as a result of the HRP 


•Elem 
Se<>^ 


3 


32 : 

21 


50 
52 


14 
24 


I feel better able to deal with 
people of different life styles 
and ^values as a result of the HI^ 


Elem ^ 
Sec 


7 


53 
37 


33 

t 


7 
16 


This year I have used the 
communication skills that were^ 
emphasized in last year's 
(1972-73) HRP ^ 


Elem 
Sec 


10 


6U 
U5 


21 
38 


5 

14 


This yerr I have seen others 
using the communication skills 
that were emphasized in last 
year's (1972-73) HRP 


Elem 
Sec 


, 7 
3 

0 


61 

38- 


27 
46 


5 

13 



SA-Strongly Agree, Af^Agree,* D-Disagree, SD««Strongly Disagree 
'HRP"Hu]nan Relationi Program 
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, 2. More released time Tuesdays should be designated as the responsibility 
^ of individual schools . Building released time activities were viewed 
more favorably than other activities by most of the participantis, altho\igh 
some actin/ities that were planned by subject and supportive fields' were 
* . very positively received. The 1973-7^1^ released time schedule had so 
many different kinds of meetings, that some schools, particularly the , 
» elementally schools that used all required and optional parent-teacher ' ^ 
conferences, had less than ten building meetings dxiring the year. More, 
aind consecutive week-to-week,, building '^Tuesdays would allow the school 
activities to^halire greater depth and to-^ave more continuity from meeting 
^o meeting, 

3» Citywide and Curriculum Tuesdays need a different structure'and should 
be more related to the needs pf the .participants' . Although some^ subject 
and supportive fields planned citywide and area -wide programs that w6re 
rated very positively, in about half of the subject-supportive fields ^ 
leibs -than fifty percent of the participants said the activities were 
usually related to their needs. Longer sessions than the present ninety 
minutes, and within giisciplines, sessions involving smaller groups of \ 
people who have similar interests and instructional responsibilities 
should be consideired. 
^. Efforts should be made to impirove the' btKibjLding released time activities ^ the 
secondary level , While ninety percent of the secondary '«taff felt the 
building activities were at least sam^hat v^orthwhile, only 32^0 felt 
they were very worthwhile/ Although the evaluatipn efforts were not 
thorough and complete inforitatlon was not available for all schools, it 
appeared that many of the schools di-d not have a continuous plan or 
objectives, but a series of independent faculty me^tin^s and* department 
meetings.^ - ' ^ 

The next two recommendations do not stem directly from the evaluation 
; data, but are based on the evaluBtor*s overall impressions .of the 
, Tuesday Released Time Program. _ 

5 . A statement of general program giiidelines should be made by the central 
and/or area administrations > What kinds of activities are appropriate? 
What activities should be emphasized? Ai:e there/^rtain activities that 
• should not occur on released time,' such as^Tiidividual daily classroom ' 
^ preparation, completing administrative clerical tasks or information re- 
quests, and general fttculty meetings to discuss, concerns that Q.re not 
crucial to the goals of the school system (such, as the teacher's pension 
plan)? Is released time to.be used for staff development, for tasks that 

ERIC 



would have to be COTpleted whether or noti thete was released time 9 or 
for both? V 

PersoM responsible for each componeat of the Tuesday Released Time 
Program (school^ consultants, area) > sfhduld take the responsibility 
for building an evaluation component into its released tHye plans « 
The evaluation) should include 9 at a minimum^ a record of the released 
time activities that w«re conducted and participant Judgments about 
whether or not their objectives were achieved. Perhaps this evaluation 
requirement, together with the recommendations noted previously, 
would generally upgrade the overall quality of the released time 
programs and would reduce the amount of variation in the quality 
of the programs among indjividual schools and among subject-supportive 
fields by eliminating the poor programs. 




47 



« 



-7 



. / 



S; 



ERLC 



Appendix A 



Elementary > Secondary , and Hunan 
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Mlnneapolir Puiblic School* ^■ 
Blcoisntary Released Time Evaluation .1973-7^4 




tour waetions to the folloiring queftioni will be uaed to suggest improvementa in, the Tuesday Released Time Program. 
Your careful attention to the items ifill increase the meaningfulness of the results. Do not sign your name- 


(1^2) 7^* Data ProcesiinK WiiAer 
BUnJDHW TUKSDAYS \ . 


(10-13 )Check whether or not you attended any meetings in 
the following subject areas that were designed to 
promote K-12 articulation. 


Xtaas 3<<7 refer to the Tuesdays that vere set asi'^e as 
tba responsibility of individual buildings. Your responses 
should not Include the citywide or area-vide Meetings or 
the five husmn relations Tuesdayis. 


(10) EngUsh 


Yes No 


(Sj Did your school set objectives or goals that it hoped 
to acconqolish during- Building; rel^eased time activities? 


(11) Math 

< • 

(12) Science 




1. Yes; I helped set the objectives 

2. Yea; but I did not help set the objectives 


(13) Social Studies 




3« I was not aware of apy Objectives - 


ilk) If you ancwered YES to any of the items 10-13, how 
worthwhile were these meetings? 


(U) To what extent were you' involved, in planning' your 
Building's released time activities? 

1. I was involved in planning many activities 

< 

2. I was involved in planning some activities 

3« I ^1?^ little or no involvement in planning 
act^viti«8 

(5) Were the released time activities in your building 
related to your' individual needs? 


1. Very worthwhile 

2. Worthwhile 

3. very worthwhile 
U, Worthless * 


* 0 


(15) Do you. think there is a need for more K-12 
articulation? 

1- Yes, a hiKh priority, need 


1. Usually " • /' 


2. Yea, but not a hi^h priority need 


2. Sometimes 


3. No ' 




3* "^Seldom 

(6) Overall, how worthwhile Vere the Building released 
time activities? 


(16) Do -you think the released time program should be 
continued? 

0' . 

1. wo . " 


1. Very worthi^ile 


g. Yes, continue as is 




af. Somewhat worthwhile 


3< Yes« with these changes 




3. Of little or no worth 






(7) Have you done anything differently on your Job 
*thia year as a result of the Building released 
t-tmp ActlvltliBa? ^ 






1. Yes, many things 






2. Yes, some things 






3. .No 


(17) Indicate '^oair position in the school. 


If YESj please briefly describe what you did 
differently. 


, ^1. Classroom teacher ^ 






2. Administrator 






, 3« Siqjport personnel; resource teacher, 
SSW, counselor, librarian, etc. 




•JURN TO OTHER SIDE 
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. Listed below are some activities in which you n»y have been involved on Building Tuesdays, On the left, estimate the 
nuidt>er of Tuesdays you spent on eiich activity/ Then, on the right, for each activity where you indicated some time 
spehty indicate the value of the activity* . ^ 



How ouch time di& you spend on this 
Activity on Building Tuesdays:? 

U or More 2 or 3 , One 
Tuesdays JTueo, Tuea» Hone 



Activity 



How Valuable Were 
These Activities? 

Very Of Some ^ 

Valuable Value - ^ 



Of No 
Value 



(18) 
(19) 

(20) 

(21) 
(S2) 

(23) 

(25) 
(26) 

(27) 

(28) 
(29) 
(30) 
(31) 
(32) 
(33) 



Meetings of total faculty to discuss 
school policies, procedures, budget 

•Meetings of total faculty to discuss *the 
curriculum a^d educational program 

Working on program and curriculum develop 
ment with other staff members in your 
school \ 

Individual time to work on specific 
curriculum development tasks 

■ / , • 

Individual time to do as one wishes 

i 

Conferences with parents about students 

Discussions with other 5taff members 
about student behavior, management, 
discipl*ine 

Meetings with parents to discuss the 
curriculum and educational program 

Meetings to learn/about other educational 
programs (altenratives, etc.). 

Meetings with secondary school staff 
members 



Program planning meetings with staff 
meoobers from other elementary schools 
part of the desegregation plans 

Heading Inservice 

Math inservice 

Science inservice * 

Social studies inservice 

Language arts inservice 

Other 



Other 



(35) 

(36) 

(37) 

(38) 

(39) 

(UO) 
(Ul) 

(J»3) 
(V.) 

m 

(m 
(^9) 
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4 Minneapolis Public Schoola 

I Secondary Released Tim Evaluation 1973-7** . - * 

Your ^l^ction* to the following questions will be used to suggest improvements in the Tuesday Released Tin* Program, 
Tour emreful attention to tl^e Items, will increase the meantngfulness of the results. Do yot sign your name. 

jh D ata Processing Nuniber V ^ * 

BtmPIWG TaESDAYS . 

Xteaf 3-33^ refer to the Tuesdays that were set aside as the responsibility of individual building's. Your responses should 
not include the citywlde or area-^ide meetings or the five* human relations Tuesdays. 



(3) Xdd your school set objectives or goals that it hoped 
to acccHsplish during Building released time activities? 

^ • • . " / ' • 

1 . Yes? I hfilped set th^ objectives 

. 2 ^ Yes; but I did not help set the objectives 

3 * I was not aware of any objectives 

{k) To what extent were you invblve^t in" planning your 
Building ^8 released ^time activities? 

■\ . 1 * I was involved in planning many activities , 

. 2 . I was involved i^n planning .^iipme activities 

3 . I had little ojr no. involwment in planning 
activities. / . ' -a-y.. 



.(l6) Were the released time 'activities in your buildings 
related to your individual needs? 

1. Usually* - 

r 

2 • Sometimes 



3. Seldom 



(17) Overall, how worthwhile were the Building released 
time activities? 

1 . Very worthwhile 



Somewhat worthwhile 



3. Of little or. no worth 



Listed below are some activities in which you may have been involved on Building Tuesdays. On the left, estimate the 
nuntoer of Tuesdays you spent^on each activity. Then, on the right, for each activity where you indicated some time spent, 
indicate the value of the activity, * 



How much time did you spend on this 
activity on Building Tuesdays? 



k or More 
Tuesdays 



2 o J 3 
TUef_. 



One 
TUes. 



None 



Activity 



How Valuable Were 
IJiese Activities? 



Very 
Valuable 



Of Some 
Value 



Of No 
Value 



(5), 

(6) 

(7) 

« 

(8) 

(9) 

(10) 

(11) 
(I^) 

(33) 

(W 
(15) 



Meetings of tdtal faculty to discuss school 
policies, pi;ocedures, budget 

e 

Meetings of» total faculty to discuss the 
cxirriculura and educational program ^ 

Ideetings of total faculty to hear^an 
invited speaker 



Department meetings to .work on program^ 
and curriculum development 



Department meetings to work on such things 
as book orders, staff assignments 

Meetings with other departments, but not 
total faculty, to plan curriculum 

Individual time to work on specific 
curriculum development tasks 

Individual time to do* as one wish^a.^ 

Meetings with other staff members to 
discuss individual students 



Meetings with parents to discuss the 
curriculum and educational program 



Other 



. (18) , 
. (^9) 
(20) 
(21) 
^22) 
(23) 

(2U) 
(25) 

(26) 

(27) 
(28) 
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(29) Jiive you done anything differently on your job 
thi« year as a reault of the Building released 
time activities? 

' 1 , Yes, many €bings 

a > Yes, 8one things . > 
_3» No • 



If YES, please briefly describe what you did 
diffewntly. . 



{30-3X). 



Leave blB^i 



r 



CrggWIDE (COHSULTAHy) TOSSDAYS 

Items refer to Tuesdays that were" the responsibility 

of the fltibject area consultants. This incltides the clty- 
wlde Tuesdays and some curriculum Tuesdays that were 
or^nized by the subject area consultants. 

{32) Did you attend the released time meetings organized 
by your, subject area consultant? 



J-\Yes, all of them 
-2. Yea, some of them 



_j3» No, none of them 

3» No meetings 
scheduled 



(33) Were the Consultant released time activities 
^ related to your Individual needs? 

1 . Usually 3 . Seldom 

2 . Sometimes 

Did th« Consultant reljfeased time activities help you 
In each ^f the following ways? 



Y<is, 
A lot 



Yes 

Some 



No 



(3^) Became dware of new materials 

or methods 

4^(35) Developed a skill that can 
be used on the Job 

(36) Baceune aware of other educa- 
tional programs 

9 

(37) Became more aware of curricu- 
lum at elementary level 

(38) Became more aware of curricu- 
lum at other secondary grade 

' levels 



(39) Overall, how worthwhile were the Consultant released 
time activities? 

1 . Very worthwhile 
^ 2 . Somewhat worJ:hwhile ^. 
3. Of little or no worth 
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(Uo) Have you done anything differently on jj^dur Job this 
year as a result of the Consultant released time 
activities? / 

1. Yes, many ihings 
2 > Yes, some things 



, 3- No ■ 

If YES, please briefly describe what you did 
differently, ^ * 



(Ul-U2)_ 



Leave blank 



(l*3-*Uli) Indicate your position in your school. If you are 
a teacher-, check the sxibject area in which you do 
^most of your -teaching, x 



JOl Administrator 
02 Art ' 



J)3 Business 
OU Counselor 



_05 English 

J)6 Forieign Language 



Qf^ Home Economics 



^08 Industrial Arts 
09 Sofcial Workers 



_10 Librarian 

_^11 MKth 

^12 Music 

^13 Nurse- . 

_lU Physical 
" Education 

_15 Science* 

__^l6 Social 
Studies 

_,17 Special 
^Education 

_^18 Work 

Coordinator 



(U5-l*6) If you are a teacher, check the school In which 
you work. Do not 6heck your school if you are 
not a teacher. Reports for individual schools 
■will be made for the total group of staff members 
at each school only; results will not be broken 
dovrn by position. ' ' 



01 More than one school 



02 Central 



03 Edison 



JOU JJenry Jr-Sr 



15 Folwell 
_l6 Franklin 
_^17 Jefferson. 

16 Jordan 



05 Marshall^U Jr-Gr 



^06 ' North 
y! Roosevelt 
08 South 



JS Lincoln 
^ Wokomis . 
21 Northeast 



_09 Southwest fir 
_10 Vocational 
_11 Washburn 
^12 West 
13 Anthony 



^22 Olson 
21 Phillips 
^2U Ramsey 



lU Bryant 



^25 Sanf ord 
_26 Sheridan Jr. 

_27 Bouthwest Jr. 

28 woe . . 



/ 



Minimpolii Public Schools 
» Hamn Relations Progra« ' *^ a 

puring the lSf73-7^ ^chool y«»r each fchool developed and implemented a huMn relation* program that used five 
Tuesday released time sessions as a ninlmn a«omi1>'Qf tin/. Your f'rank response to the items on this questionnaire 
1*111 he very helpfiil in assessing the valUe of the Huairl ReUtlons Program and#ln giving direction to future programs. 
There are no righr or wrong answers; just opinions,'* Do riot sign your name, ^p" stands for Hun»n 5elatlons Program, 
TJe items start With number (3) for data processing purposes. Your questionnaire will be sent directly to the 
Research and Evaluation Dapartmsnt for processing and analysis, ThanK you. 



Indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree 
with the following statements by cincling^.tbe appro- 
priate nuaft>er under Strongly Agree ^ (SA), Agree (A), 
Disagree (0), or Strongly Disagree (SD), 



SA 



SD 



(3) I had a cleiir idea' of the 

(n 



purpose or goals of tha HRP 

for my school or^roject 



I had some input into what 
the HUBAn Relations Program 
would be. 



(5*7) There is a need for more human relations education 
within my school or project regarding: 



(5) Intra -interpersonal 
relationships 



(6) Aw^eness of cultural 
pluralism 

* (7) Program change and 
development 

(8) ^ feel that I imprdvad my 
^interpersonal sKills as a 

result of the HRP. 

(9) The HRP in my school was 

, related to the nee^^ in toy 
school r ^ , 

(10) I g"^ to know other staff 
oembero better as a result 
of the HRP. 

(11) This year I have used the 
coaDiunic&tion okills that 
were emphasized in last 
year's (1972-73) HRP. 

(la) This year I have seen others 
using the communication 
sl^ ills that were emphaalKed in 
last year's (rr72-73) HRP- 

(13) I 00 interested in parti- 
' ci pa ting in more human 
relatione programs. 

(lU) 'the *embera of my school or 
project developed more 
' positiV^ working relationships 
a reoult of the HRP. 

(15)^. I Xei&l better able to relate 
to peraono of different races 
as a reoult' of thd HRP. 

(lb) I am tjore aware of the' values 
and outlooks of cultural and 
radial R^oups othsr than my 
own as a result of the HRP.' 

V l7) I foel -better ablls to deal 
with aexlsm fo a result of 
the HRP. 



1.. 
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(18) I feel better able to deal with 
people of different life styles 
and values as a result of the HRP, 



What are youf perceptions of the amQunt of involvement 

by each of the following groups in your Huii»n Relations Program. 



None Some 



^ Tremen- 
Much ^ dous 



(19> yourself ^ 

(20) Clerks 

(21) Cuatodians 

(22) Teachers and 
Certificated 
Support 

{2'^) Administrators 

(2U) Teacher Aides 

(25) Students 

(26) Community ' 



•1 
1 

^ 1 
1 
1 



2 
2 
2 

2 
? 
2 
2 

2 ' 



3 
3 
3 
3 



k 
k 
k 

k 
U 
U 
k 

u 



Don't 
Kjnow 

5 

5 

5 



5 
5 
5 

5 



(27) How oftep this year, in addition to the minimum five 
Tuesdays, have you participated in planned human 
relations activities with the staff at your school? 



1. Ten tiznes or more 



_2^, 5 - 9 times 
_3. 1 - U times 
% . Ifever 



Give examples 



(28) Has the Tuesday emphasis on human relations transferred to 

your scKool environment or to your work as an individual? 



_1. Yes, a lot of traiisfer 
_2. Yes, some transfer 



^3. ITo 

If Yea, please indicate hjn#_ 



How do yoa view the Interperflooftl riill^tloDahtpa avong the 
vnrloui ■embera your ichodl letting? Under eftch of the 
five reUtionchip* apecjfied belour, five paira of addectivei 
•rt uied to describe tjfe quality of the i^eUtionahlp. Indi- 
cat« hoif you feel ftbaut each of thevrelationihipa by circling 
oot of the five numbers on each of the lines. For example. 
If you f<f41 'that a particular relationihip ii more friendly 
than unfriendly, circle 1 or 2; if you feel the relationihtiv 
it more unftrieridly than friendly/ circle k or 5; if your 
feelinga are neutral, circle 3*. If you do not feel that y^u 
can aaka a Judgment, do not circle any number on tUe lin^.. 
Your aniveri ihould indicate hoy you perceive the relation 
ahipa of all menfcerfl in t^e apecified relationihip/not"^^ 



how you ag an indivldnal yay fit into the relationahip . 

THE REIATIONS^IIPS AMONG ALL STAFF MEa<ffi)KS ABE 

(29) Friendl y 1 | 2 | 3 I k \ ^ Unfriendly 

(30) Senaitlve l \ 2 \ 3 \ h \ ^ Iniehaitive' 

(31) Cloied 1 I 2 I . ;^ I U I O pi^n 

(3H) Truatfu l l I 2 | 3 I U | 5 ^rtLgtruatful 

(33) Col d 1 I 2 I 3 h U [ ^ W arm 

THE RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN ALL S!EAFF MEMBERS AND 
ALL STUDENTS ARE 



(3**) Friendl y 1 I 

(35) Sensitiv e 1 I 

(36) Close d 1 I 

(37) Trustfu l 1 I 
(36) Col d 1 I 



I 3 I k \ 3 



J 3, I 



JUnfrlendly 
Intenai^ive 



I 3 I 



Open 



Dla truatful 



Warm 



THE RELATIONSHIPS BEOWEKN ffiEAFF MEMBERS OF DIFFERENT 
RACIAL/ETHNIC BACKDROUI0S ARE 



(39) Friendly 1 

(UO) Sensitive 1^ 

(UX) Clooed 1 



^Unfriendly 
Inieniitive 



(42) Trustful^ 
(U3) Cold 



I '2 1 3 1 \ 3 Open 

. I 2 I 3'. I k I 5 P iatrustful 



. I '3 f 4 r % W arm 



THE' RTJLATIONSHIPS BETWEE$ STAFF MEMBERS AND STUDENTS 
OF DIFFERED RACIAL/ETHNIC BACKGRCUNDS ARE 



(UU) Friendly^ 
(U5).'SenBitive_ 
(U6) Closed^ 
(U.7) Truotful^ 
(liB)' Cold 



j_i_L 



J 5 



_^UiDrfr£endly 
Infeniitive 



1 I 2: I 3 I 



Open 



k I 5_Distrufltfur 



J I U I ^ W arm 



« THE REIATIONSHIPS BE5WEEN STUDENTS OF DIFFERENT* 

RACIAL/ETHI|IC BAQJtmWXJNDS ARE v< 

(U9) Friendly 1 I 2 | 3^^ I \ ^3 U nfriendly 

(>0) gensitlv e ,1 I 2 . | 3 I 

(51) ^ Closed 1 I 2 I 3^ 

(52) Trustfu l 1 I 2 I 3. 

^*'») V Cold; 1_L 
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J. 



I 5 Inaenflitive 
Open * 



I k 1 5 D istruatful 



1 -3 I U 1 5 W arm. 



Overall, what impact did the human reUtiona acti^ 

vlties have on interpersonal relatiiona in, your 
J* school or project. .J 



_^1. ' Improved great 
JJ. Improved some 
_3 • , Did not change 
J** Became worae 
^5. No improvement waa needed 



(55) All in all, how worthwhile were the human reUtion 
actjvlt'lee to you? 

. 1> ^Very worthwhile 



2, Worthwhile 
_3. Not very worthwhile 
Worthleift 



(56) Which aipecti of the Human ReUtiona Progiam were 
moat valuable to you? 



(57) Which aapecta of the' iHuman Relation! Program were 
leait valuable to you? 



(58) What is your position? 

1* Clerical or cuatodial staff 

o : . 2 . Teacher, administrator or other 
certificated ataff . 

3 * Parent or community 0^ 

Teacher aidh * ' 

3 > Other (specify) ^ • ;. 



(5?) In human relatione pr^grama It is important to know 
how people of different racial/jethnic background! 
view the program. Plea!e indicate your racial/ethni 
background below. Re!pon!ea by racial/ethhic 'back- 
ground will be reported by ^iotal city and area only. 
Feel free to leave thia item blank \f you wiah* 

1> ' Black American ^ 
2, Indian American 



J. White American 

J^. Other racial/ethnic group 
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